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HISTORICAL AND POLITICAL DIMENSIONS OF TITLE III—-
' STRENGTHENING DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS OF THE
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

Given a myraid of political, economic and social con-

straints, how great c¢an the federal governﬁent's'commitment

L

to education be? Perhaps President Lyndon Baines Johnsbn's

words from his Inaugural address, January 20, 1965, can cast

-

a route towards the answer:

. In a land of great wealth, famllleS'

must-not live in hopeless poverty.

Tn a land rich in harvest, c¢hildren
just must not go hungry. ' :

In a land of healing miracles, neigh-
bors must not suffer and die untended.

In a2 land of learning and scholars,
young people must be taught to read and
write.

The naEional mood in the mid-1960s when President
Johnson delivered his Inaugural Address was interchange-

ably one of pride and optimism- and one of shame and frus-

‘tration. On the one hand, the United States was engaged in

a'spa§e face with Russia and exaltingly celebrated such
space milestones as;thelflights of Alan B;”Shepha;d;jJr.,
Virgil Griséom, John Glenn, écott Cagéenter, Walter‘M.
Schirra, and Leroy GordonICoope¥. Americans-lggked forward
to the United States successfully landing a man 6n the moon,
and t&ok pride in scientific-and technological accomplish-
ments. ©On the other hand,'unreso;ved civil rights inequi-
Eieseand‘ris;ng po#erty gave qay to heated vigleqcé climaxed

by an intrepid, yet peaceful, demonstration on August 28, -

- 1963, in Washington, D.C., where Black leader, Dr. Martin

. . 3




Luther King délivered“his now famous "I have a dream"

-+

sﬁeech. -In addition, intefnational Eﬁnéions created bythe
1961 btreak in diplomatic relations with Cuba and the grow-
ing confiict in Viefnam were spu;ées of alarﬁ‘and dismay.
President Kennedy's abrupt death at the haﬁdsloﬁ an éssasin
shocked ana angefed Ame;ic;ns who grieved at once for their
-lost President and for theif‘diminished faith in the bene-

volence df humanity (United Statas,Présidents. 1969:275—76).

Amidst. this spasmodic scenario: President -Johnson, in

his first State of the Union Message, January 8, i964,
pleaded'wipgaCOngress:'.“Let us carry forward the plans and
ﬁ;ograms of John Fitzgerald Kénnedy;-not because of our sor-
row or syﬁpathy,-but becagse,they are right.* Throughout
His administration., President Johnson took the'léadership
.o createllegislatipn designed to 5uild a "Gréat-Society"
and pushed ;hrough‘legislation gor Civil Righﬁs; anti-
poverty, medicére; increased social seéurity benefits and
greatéf federal aid to schools and*c&lleges.

-

The Thrust of -President Johnson'sﬂcommitmentttahcarry

&

on the unfinished work of President Kennedy's plans to im-

prove the guality of American life through education was

clearly discefhable in his second .State of the Union Meg-
sage of January 4, 1965, when he recommended new programs
for schools and students with a first-year -authorization of

'$1.5 million directed at pre-schoolers and needy children

who needed to qdvancE their learning. For higher education, -




# -

. - ) the Presideht;proclaimed: "For the eollege-years we will
_ previde schola}ships to hi&h school students of the‘éreat-
est promise and the greatest need -and guaranteed low—iﬁter—
st leans to sﬁﬁdents qontinuing thei; studies."" Tdffuf;
fill thaﬁ mandate, Cengress passed a higher edueation'peck-

Uage incorporated” in thelHighe: Education Act of 1965. This .
‘ measure was the fifth'milestone'outlining.the-role of the
federal gdéernmentﬁin higher educatioﬁ. Its percursors were
the Land Grant College Act passed in 1862 the G.I. Bill,
passed after World war II. the National Defense Education
Act ofll958; and the ngher Education Facilities Act of
1963 (Shorten, 1979: 4-5). ‘The initial Higher Educatidn
Act of 1965.provided_federél aid for community service and
.contiqding_eddcation“programs: for coIlege-library prdgnams;
for-student add to college aﬁd for teacher training. And
for the first time, the 89tH Coﬁgféss came tb-grips with
awarding federal aidlfor'strengthening developihé ingstitu- -
tions under Title.III of this Act {(Senate Hearlngs, 1965} .
Since lts 1nceptlon in 1965, Title III——Strengthen— q
inéfpeveloplng ;nstltutlons, has been ‘an issue of emotlonel—
ism and controversy. Critics have attacked its Oagueciefi;
.nitioh,_its ambiguous sense of purpose, and its dubious suc-
cess. Yet: Title III remains at present the dnly realiy
viable source of fede;al support te small colleges with

heavy minority enrcollments. In view of the controversial

nature of Title II1I, this paper will examine the historicaI
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.reconsider their policy of withholding aid from predominantly

.Negro college. Demonstrations by Negro college students

n

pe;speétives of Title IIi. the political dimensions sur-
founding the‘passage oflTitlé iII, and the subsequent im-

pact of this meaéure on the colleges it_was intended to e
assist. | -

D In 1965 Titlé III authorized §55,000,000 to assist !

developing institutions:. ‘ . _ st

Sec. 301(a) The purpose,of this title is . ,
to assist in raising the academic guality S
0f colleges which have the desire and po-’ N
tential to make a substantial contributidn
to higher education resources of our Na-
tion but which-for financial and other rea-
.sons are struggling for survival and are
isolated from the main currents of academic
life, and to do so by enabling the Commis-
sioner to establish a national teaching
fellow program and to encourage and assist
in the establishment of cooperative arrange-
ments under which these colleges may draw
“on the talent and experience of our finest
. - colleges and universities, and on the edu-
cational resourc of business and industry
in their effort to improve academic quality.

" L3

The roots ©of Title III can be traced to actiens
tgken'by'séudents on the campuses of predominantly Negro
colleges inf the late 1950s. These stsdeﬁté led the impe-_
tus‘towards’the contemporary p&ase of the CiviluRights ;

Movement and caused the major philantropic foundations to

Negro colleges. The students felt that the policy was made

d . AV , N o
on the assumption that the 1954 Supreme Court desegregation

decision would leéd to .the demiée of the predominantly

E
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were attempts to show that these colleges did have a s&b—-

. ’ - - - # - ’
stantial contribution to make in American higher education
(Howar3, 1967: wviii-ix). In 1962 when President Kennedy's
Science Advisory Panel was reviewing the ‘problems confront-

ihé'edueation in America, it became apparent to members:
“John Fisher, Francis Keppel-and Steve White that Negro edu-
cation was a major problem area. _Consequently; a group of
Negro ccllege presiaents including Martin Tenkins, Luther
Foster,. Steve erght and Sam Nabrlt were 1nv1ted to Wash-
1ngton to better deflne the problem and to seek means for
its resolutlon. The main thrust .of the'meetlng was how
_higher education in the North might be linked to the South
fer the betterment of the Negro colleges. The meeting re-
sulted in a paper prepared by Zadharlas Nabritand white.
The-paper Proposed setting up two large~scale consortiums,
one in the ﬁorth and one in the South. An instrument in
the middle of these two areas wogld try to reiate the re-
sources of the stroeg universities_in the North to the .
Negro colleges in the South (Singer, 1967: 19-20)., The
paper also oqtlined severe problems facing Negro colleges:
finahcial aeprivation:'lack_of books, equipment and-spece:
uﬁder-prepafezmgingnts; high dropout rates;';;d iﬁade-
qdately Prepared faculty;' But the paper aLso_pointed out
that despite the grim scenario, there wkre ‘optimistic fac-
tors as to why these colleges should survive. Among these

factdrs included the fact that there wer first-class




students attending3Neg%o‘éolléges and maﬁy“first-rate fa—
culty-to‘instruct them. Moreo&gr, these institutions wéfe
providing leadership, mq;ale and esprit for the Negro com-
munity and were eager to'impréve pheir'éonditions through
educational innovation and thiouéh cooperaﬁive paftnershipé”' -
with Nbrthern instiﬁutions (Nabrit, ﬁhite; Zacharias, 1967:‘
25-31) . |
By_octgber of 1963, the American Cohdbil on Educa- _'ﬁ
‘tion;President Logan Wilson ﬁad'proﬁised the President Ehat
ACE would further Eﬁe cause oé,educatioﬁal opportunity and
‘ abpoinfed a Committee on Equality of EducationaI.Opportun—-
ity. The ACE, i@‘%ctoﬁér of 196g,haiso invited about 40
selu2ted educational leaders to Washington to pian a na- _—
tional program to improve opportunities for Negroes in
higher-eéucation. After the President and ACE'endorsed'
interinstitﬁtipnal-;éiatiqnshipé betweén Northern universif
: ties and preéominantly Negrd colleges,, a. -number of COoperéh
-tivé programs sprand into béing: Cofnell joined v}-i_t__:h Hamp-
ton, Michigan with Tuskegee, Brown with Tongéloo, Indiana
with Stillman, Southern Illinois with W@nston—Salem-statg,
Tennessee witﬁ Knoxville, and—flo%ida State wiﬁh_Floriaa

A & M. Also, Wisconsin worked simultaneously with A & T

Collegé, North Carolina College and Texas Sbuthern."Major

=y,

educational organizations andprivate foundations, such as

-

the Educational Services Ingorporated alsp gave their sup-

o

: poft to coopefativé programs (Gloster, 1967: 61-64). .

i




With the passage of tﬁé Higher Education Act of 1965,

i

_univeréities and developing colleges received financial sup-~

port for cooperative arrangements under Title III--Strengthen-

ing Developing Institutions. Title III was considered unigue

in at least two respects:

(1) It was the only federal ald’to higher .
education which had the:support of -
-cooperation among institutions as a

Primary purpose.

It was directed at a group of institu-
tions which-in the past had little or.
no chance of receiving aid from the \
. : federal government or from prlvi%e .
' benefactors (Player, 1967: 6-=7).

J According to Willa B. Player, then director of the

‘Division of Cbllqge Suppbft, Bureau ©f Higher Education,

L]

Title III was intended for developing institutions who posF

sessed many of the characteristics which had previously been

4

daterrents in securing financial assistance.

il

To avomd the appearance of a welfare pro—
gram--avoiding embarrassment for institu-
. tions seeking aid--and to encourage wise
Ce - expenditure of federal funds, the Congress
- , wisely iqcluded somé other qualifications -
) in the. Act. Developing institutions should :
»~ have the desire and potential to make a
//' significant contribution to the resourcesw
. Qf our nation. .They should be accredited
- or close to accreditation and at least five - \Y
. years old {(Player, 1967: 7). '

"y

.

But_th term, "developing institution” -has cqntinued to be

a serious point of controversy that has riddled Congress

n




M'even today and will be examinedfin greater detail at a later
~ -g' . . Fad b " .

LI . e * - ' ~

. _ ,
- Hearings before the Subcommittee:on Education of the Commit-

sectlon in thls paper . Jaﬂbs'Miller who conducted an exami-
- p - . - -ll

nat_on of the 1mpact of/;;tle III programs in 1970, belleved -

that the amblguous language surroundlng the purpose wae/ln

“ - L

part due’ to the feeling that some‘of the more prestlgi?u;-*

predominantly black colleges were condgfﬁednabout their o

image; they did not want to, come across as “weak® ‘or lesser

K

quality ﬁhan white institutions. They'felt that the term 4 .
“developlng“ would encourage all: klnds of colleges to apply
(MlL;er, 1980). Indeed Tltle IIX was orlglnally authorlzed . s
for only one year because the~Senate 1n515ted,on making -
) i . A o ) & - B
junior colleges eligible as developing institutions and the E
House was opposed- (Congress and ‘the Nation, 1969-1972: 11) .
The original sponsors bf'éitle III were House Repre-
eentatives Edith Green and‘A;bert H. Quie. The House Hear-
ings held on February 6, 1970, focused on the eligibility of
institutions that could qualify as “developing": . ° :
Congresswoman-Green:' It was certainly the
original intent when we said developing in- . .
stitutions that it was primarily for Negro X
colleges that did have absolute faciljties.
Then we fQund dut that all the compunity T
colleges in the country wanted to be iden- . - -
~ tified as developing institutions, and this , .,
watered down the purpose of the legislation S - '
and certainly decreased the effectlveness, . ' -

at least as I see *it. " . X BN

Congresswoman Green was correctly referring to Senate

Fl
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tee on -Labor and Public Welfare held in Mar<: and June of

r

: 1965 to coqéider S. 600, the Higher Education Act of 1365,
- inttoauced by‘éohgressﬁersons Wayne Morse—(for himself, Mr.
BartTett ‘Mr. Brewster, Mr Clark, Mr. Douglas, Mr. Fong,
MI Groelng, Mr. Hartke, Mr. Kennedy of Massachusetts, Mr.
Kennedy -of New York{ Mr. Long of Missouri, Mr. -Mansfield,
Mr.-McCarthy, Mr. M&Goverh,'Mr Mondale, Mr. Moss, Mr. .
MUSkle, Mrs. Neuberger, Mx. Proxmlre, Mr, R;hdolph Mr. : -
Rlblcoff, Mr. Williams of New Jersey, Mr. Yarborough and .

Mr Young of Ohlo) Inltlally, the House had authorlzed
$30 000 000 for "the flscal year endlng June 30,‘1966 gnd

h fuch sums. as may be necessarz for each of the succeedlng_ﬁ,'
flscal years, to carré out the provision of this Tltle." -
However, the Seﬁate heard emotional appeals, both '
‘bro-aﬁa con, to includé community?co;leges as developing
institutions. Pfo:arguments from community college - advo- RN
*  cates emphasized that community colleges 1l)faided in meet- .
- ing. the gap which lied between the high schools and the
universitied; (2) suﬁp;emented training given in high h *,I
schools; (3) could free the univers?ties from offering re-
medial courses; (4) offered voeational training not beingl
offered otherwise. The American Aésétiation of quniof Col-
leges feit aid was needed because these institutions had

high enrollments, were growing at a fast pace and needed S

to recruit teachers, They wanted a provision to include -, ;vf

;

" funds forrpreparing teachars to work in junioricollege edu~ ¢




cation. The Senate was asked to consider what ¢ llege was

not a developing institution--a{I seemed to hagégsimilar
needs (Senate Hearings, 1965). The most staunch supporters
of excfuding.commanity colleges came,-of course,‘from Black
leaders who argued that first_priorit?-should be given -to

gmall dolleges to'improve their capacity to receive increas-

ing numbers of students and- to attract top fllght faculty

" (Senate Hearlngs. 1965) U.S. Commissioner of Educatlon.

. . 4 . . '
Franc1§ Keppelz explalne@ that community colleges were

cmitted

*

. - . becausé the 1ntent of that, portion of
the bill was more focused on certain folr~
year colleges. . . . We must consider that
.10 pércent that are not accredited., the fact
that former acts of Congress, including the
Higher Education Facilities Act, has already
p proV1ded special support for the community- .
- junior colleges. . . . Also scholarships
/inder the Act/ are not limited to fdur-year
‘colleges (Senate Hearings., 1965). v

. 3
L

'Other pertinent issues discussed in the 1965 Senate -~ |

-2

Hearlngs included support for cooperat1Ve arrangements be— N

tween &eveloplng institutions and stronger, long—establlshed

®

colleges, thé need to have college preparatory programs for .-

ﬁegroes and the need to improve predominantly Negro colleges

and universities in transition. The provocative testimony

of Wice Admiral G. H. .Richover, *who had written a Highly

«crltlcal book. Amerlcan Educatlon, A Natlonal Pailure, pre-

-

sented a more elltlst. merltocratlc phllosophy. ReSpondlng

-
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-

to Senator MOﬁ?e's query regarding aid for developing in- .
stitutions of higher education through faculty exchange,

Admiral Rickover reflected his philcSOPhya Co#

First, as to the possibility of a high-level
university helping a less developed institu-
tion, this too I discussed at length with a
number ©of eminent university professors.
There was a general agreement that to work
at all, the institutions must not be far
apart scholastically. It would be diffi-
cult for, let us say, an Ivy League uni-
versity to be helpful in this manner to a
college with low academic standards.  For
one thlng, it would be almost impossible to
persuade first-rate Ivy League professors’

to go to a college having. low standards.
Their special talent would, moreover, not
be put t£o full use there, for it is pre-
dicted on working with a highly gifted and
well educated student body. Human beings
are not at all interchangeable . . . .

There are certain areas where mutual help:
could be fruitful. The better institutions
" could offer more summer courses where the
faculty of poorer 1nst1tutlons‘m1ght up- .
agrade themselves. They could encourage
their own able students to become teachers
fora while in the poorer institutions..

But I cannot stress too much that if one
institltion is to take a proprietary or
paternal interest in another, the two must
not be too far apart scholastically--they
must have more in common than one educa- .
tional label (Senate Hearings, 1965).

£

) The éenate deliberations resulted in changlng the
House recommended appropriation of’ $30 000 000 to 855, 000 000
for Only the flscal year endlng June 30, 1966. The Senate
-1ncluded a 22 percent set—a51de for non—baccalaurea%e degree

-granting institutions and 78 percent for baccalaureate de-

3
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gree granting institutions. The provision alse included

éoéperative arrangements such as faculty and student ex-

change proyrams with more established coliéges. curricuium‘

developﬁent. and national teaching fellows fo;-gfaduate

students and junior faculty members who wished to strengthen

the developing colleges' faculties. Title III also eétdb-

lishéd an Adﬁisory‘Council on Devgloping Institutions to

advise tﬁeICommissioner of Education with pelicy matters and

'wikh the identification 0f developing institution;. See

Appendix A for the text oOf Ehe”Title III.prOVisién {1972 ver;ion).
In 1980 the Title IIX prOVisiqnlhas becomé_thg per-

sistent target‘of much controversy. The Act was“amended{by

Congreés.in 1966, 1968 and 1972 and is up'for reauthoriza;u ;

tion ?n 1980. In order to analfze the historical dimensions

of the political activity surrouﬁding tﬁe Title III during

the 15 years since its inéeption. attention must be givep

to subsequent Bouse and Senate Hearings as well és to evalu-

étiou reports submiﬁted by contracted individuals to examine

the impact‘of Title III on deﬁeioping institutions."

. Beginning in’ 1968, Title III was réauthorized at
_$55.000.000. fhe ambiguous intent oﬁ the p?OVision és well
as the-definition of "éeveloping institutions" were continu-
ously debated throughout the late r9605._ In the 1967 Hear-

ings béfore the Special Subcommittee on Education of the

Committee On Education and Labor, House?of.Representatives.

-~ g

_then'Assqciate'Commissioner for Higher Education Peter
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13
Murihead responded to the question, "What is a developing -
institution?" by saying, "The developing institution pro-
gram is not directed at providing help to .starting institu-
tions." Murihead further stated that his office had relied

on the assistance of the provided for in Title III Advisory
!

Council for guidanée in the establishment of guidlelines:
"éﬁyhas seemed:ﬁise toiavoid a-strictadefinition of develop-
ing ihstitutiéns which might preclude assistancs to a number
of inséitutions defining themselves ag‘develqping“ (House
Hearings, 1967). Congressman Albert Quie stated that he had |
" the idea that Ti;leIIII was . to be used primarily to-upgraae.
the four-year Negro c<olleges in ﬁhe South. but tﬁat the
original intent had éhifted because the opinion of the House
was not shared by the Senate and because the Senate insiqted
on including two-year colleges (House Hearings, 1967). The
Higher Education Amendment of 1968 authdrized profesgor
emeritus grants under Title III, -and allowed professors retired
from developed institutions to teach at aeveloping institu=-
tions't& fulfill a specific need (shorten, 1979).

- By 1969 the egalitarian concept oflequal opportunity
and access for minorities ap%,women had found dgreat fgvor
in Congress.- The emotional appeal of Blacks;for increased
federal aid to predominant}y‘5lackzinstitutions surged.
Testimony from Biaqk'leadérs'such as ﬁr.lﬁerman H. Long,
President of Taladega Colleée and Dr.‘Paul'Smith; AMérican
_Persénnel.and Guidanée Assoéiation representative, focused

. '15..
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both on the 'pridé‘fa@d Plighfy.0f Black colleges. Black -
colleges had graduated most of theiBlack léadéﬁs: they
provided equal—opportu&ity‘and increased access. -It was
- felt that these colleges could also train more Blacﬁs for
mgoverﬁment; business aﬁd industry,qput that they nequd in-

creased funds to build up their programs (House Hearings,

—
s

1969—701. On Maf‘i; 1950, Dr. Clérk Kerr, Chairﬁan"of-the:
Carnegie Council on Higher Education, outlinéd four major
priorities for federal education legislation: equality of.
educational opportunity, equality of access, e#panding the: S
education of heﬁlth;felated professions, and establiéﬁing a
federally-funded National Foundation for tﬁq Deﬁe;opment oﬁ
Higher Educaﬁion to increase research (House-HearingSy l969ﬁ
70) . | |
By 1970‘President'ﬁixon had proposed -a syéteﬁ of stu- o .
deht-aid for post-secondary educationlin order té increase
. equal-oppofﬁunity. H; also emphasized career education,

with cémmunity colleges bearing the primary responsibility
for. training adults in veréatile skills and the establish-

:meﬁt of a National Foundation on ﬁigher Education désigned

to promote excellence and innovation in higher education.

In the House there was some concern about increaséd violence. _

on'cqllege campuses. HEW SecretarVv Robert Finch-related
that making cuts on institutions with student unrest was not
the right way to go because studies that made recommenda-—

tions for constructive changes to ease campus tensions were

.o 16




- being‘condﬁcted (House Hearings, 1969-70).

In- 1971, the’ﬁpuse considered increasing the Title
III'appropriations to $120,000,000. 1In his March 21, 1971
_testimony,yHEW Secretary Elliot Richardéon outlined Presi-
dent Nixon's proposal that no qualified studenE should be
barred from post-secondary education because of financial
need. He asked the House to increase aid to students from
low-income familles, assuring equal rights for women and
minorities (House Hearlngs, 1971). By this time the Higher
Education Act was 8ix years old and several issues, some
old and some new began to emerge. In addition, the method

. 0of awarding grants took a new turn. Institutions could ap-

ply for either of two types of grants:

EY

(1) -Basic Institutional Development Program——(BIDP).~

one-year, renewable grant

(2) Advanced Iﬁstitutional-Development Program--—
(AIDP}, multiple-year grant

An interview with 1972 Deputy Commissicner of Education:
Joseph Cosand (May, 1980) revealed. some of the pertinent

concerns of Title IITI at that time.

Question:  During your. tenure as U.S. De-
Puty Commissioner of Education in 1972,
when was an institution considered to be
developing or not developing?




Cosand: This was one ©f the major criti-
~cisms even back before the other part of
Title III was added in 1972. It was ban-
died about in different committees of Con-
gress, they held hearings about when ig an.
institution developed: please tell us how

do you know an . institution is developed?

And that is when the critigism really got
started so badly that monies were given out
every year to the same institutions. That
has nothing to do with developing. It has
everything to do with operatiocnal costs.

And the rebuttal of this from the Title III
people and the <colleges was that we haven't
developed yet, that we still are weak:; we
haven't had the funds that so-called white.

. institutions have had and that its g¢oing to
take a long time, maybe, if ever, to make
up-for the accummulation of under funding.

. - . These¥funds that have been comlng in
almost, although I'm sure they didn't say
this directly, but the implication was*ﬁhat
they've helped us to keep struggling.

keep surviving; that without these funds we
simply will go dAdwnhill. We're not neces-~
sarily going uphill; we may be plateauing.
THey were very emotional about the continued
availability of these small funds that could.
go to the majority, almost all of the trafi
ditionally black colleges. They got small,:
yearly grants. ’ :
Question: How active were Congresspeople
in influencing the nAumber of grants that-
were awarded and the actual funding for
colleges? -

a
3

- Cosand: You didn't hear too much about it
from CongreéspeoPIe‘ The person who tock
the leadership in 1972 on.the two funds--the
original fund {(BIDP) and then the AIDP which
were equal in amounts but with different
philosophical backgrounds—--was BREW Secretary
Ellict Richérdson. ‘BIDP tended to go to
many institutions with small amounts and
these were granted-every year. AIDP funds .
‘were alloted .for multiple years--around .

- three--and amounted to a sizeable fund com-
pared to’what the originals were. For ex-
ample, many of these funds were in excess

of one million dollars and might be granted

-
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for three years . . . to improve instruction

and to improve administration. AIDP funds

were to be granted to institutions which had

shown in the use of other: funds “that they

really were qualified to absorb this bigger . "
fund. In other words, that the bigger fund '
wouldn't be wasted, that they were able to

handle it, that they would administratively

be able to handle it, that the faculty was

there to be able to handle it, and that

rather than grant many of them, they would

grant few of them .-. . . Secretary Richard- .

son emphasized over and over agaih that the

purpose of these funds was to help institu- \\\
tions make a major- effort to add improvement AN
. . . that they were not to be given to

struggling institutions, that “they were to <
be given to institutions that had developed
and since they had developed, they now could -.
" use the bigger amount of money. This created
a real emotional situation. - R

Another point that Secretary Richardson em-
phasized was that these funds should go to
institutions that had large numbers of mi-
-norities.. And then, of course, you had to
define a minority . . . . And so in trying

to define a minority, you had Blacks, Puerto
Ricans, -Chicanos, Appalachians, Ozarkians,
Hawatians . . . . You mixed it all up. In
fact, the Puerto Ricans weren't satisfied to
have the. Puerto Ricans studied in New York
City--they should be studied in Puerto Rico?
and the Chicanos were unhappy about the fact
that you studied them in the Southwest, that .
you had a large number in Chicageo and they

were different in their needs.. So. there was -
this—real hassle as to who gets the money.

Most of the emotion came from the traditionally-
Black colleges because they saw in this a de-
viation from their grants every year. They
wanted this AIDP money to be put in with the
earlier Title III money and simply made one
bigger lump sum, and that if you doubled the
amount of money that you could have . . .

they'd get twice as much.

Question: S50 the Black colleges were against
AIDP?
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Cogsand: They were adainst AIDP as set up.
.They felt that a few Black colleges, the
better-off Black colleges, would get these
i large amounts of money. Their emotion went
bhack to the Ford Foundation grant of several
years ago . . . where the Ford Foundation
gave $10 million ©or more to a very few, I
think it was ten Black colleges. They saw
in this AIDP grant a repetltlon of what the
Ford Foundation had done--to give monies to -
a few Black colleges which were already
pretty well off. The Black college presi=-
"dents. and I met with them several times, in
a group and they were adamant in their opposi-
tion to the way AIDP monies were to be al-
lotted. When we talked with them. separately,
they tended to ‘be at times of a different
opinion. Secretary Richardson, in meeting
- with Blacks along with me, said . .” . these
) "monies were to assist colleges enrélling
large numbers of minority students. Now you
know and I know today that this isn't neces-
.~ sarily true. Like Washtenaw (Community Col-
—~ ' " lege) does not have a large number of minor-
ah“ﬂeh:~ ity students . . . . And so we had this con-
- flict, for example, between the traditionally
Black colleges and those colleges enreolliang
‘largeanumbers of Blacks. Those that énrolled
large numibers_of -Black students, which were
not the traditicnally Black colleges did not
see why -these funds should-ge basically to
the traditionally Black collegésSi——. . This®

t th 11 1li 1l :
was true of e ¢olleges enrolling a arge—~__

-

Between l972{ana the preeeqt, Title III ' was
authorized for $120,000,000 with 76 percent going to féur‘-_
year institutions and 24 percent to two—year'institﬁtions.
In the March 29, 1979, Heuse Hearings, U.S. Deputy éommis-:
sioner of Higher and Contlnulng Education, Dr. Alfred Moye,
exXplained that funds could be used for projecés designed to-

increase admlnlstratlve efficiency, for faculty development,

20

number of Chicanos and large numbers of | -
_ Puerto Ricans. .- fﬁﬁhﬂh&?ﬁ:fw



to impfove Cufficulum or to improve student se;vices. The
law required that each develéping_institution have at leést
one cooperative arrangement between the developing insQitu-
tion and % "maihstreamJ cellege or agency, organization or
business entity that specialized in providing technical as-
sistance to cbllegés. To éualify for funding, the institu-
tionlmust have been accredited for the five years preceding
the year of aﬁplicétion. Exceptionslincluded institut;qns
located on or near an Indian reservation or a subsganﬁial
population of Native'Ameriéans, or those serving substan-
tial numbers of Hispanic students. The institution héd to
. be a four-year baccalaureate-grapting college or ; junior
or cqmmun;ty college. : |
Through FY, 1978, an institution's eligibility
as a developing institution was measured by eight gquantita-

tive factors and three qualitative factors, Moye explained:

i

{1} Quantitative: full-time enrollment, percent of
- faculty with Master's. degrees, average faculty
salary, percent of students from low-income
families, and several measures of institutional
financial strength. -

(2} Qualitative: retention rate of students and
their rate of entrance into graduate school,
quality of an institution's administrative
and professional personnel;—and-a measure of
the institution's financial vitality. T

\\\\\ Because these criteria were not succéessful in iden-

tifyins\égveloping institutions, in 1979 two new quanEita;

would replace the old measures. New rggula- :




tions were adopted which consolidated the‘BIDP and AIDf into
one éingie pProgram, Strengthening Dewveloping Institutions:

. Program (SDIP). Aﬁ institution would be evaluated upon the
size of its averadge Basic Educational Opportunity Grant °

award per full-time undergraduate enrollment. Because this

i
*

c;itetion measured the institutionjs-se:viée'to low=income
students, it wou;d be given couble weight. The second'cri—
terion ﬁould be the institution's cost per:student in educa-
_tional ané general expenditures, which measuréd_the institu-
tion's financial health.
Certainly, a major portion 6f the impetus towards
: thes; program modifications . came ‘iéiout as a result of
numerous program evaluatlons conducted by different indivi-

duals/agencles throughout the Tltle III hlstory. Shorten

* (1979) identified the most significant of such studies:

5

(1) 1967--Lawrence C. Howard, The Developing Col-
lege Program: A Study of Title III of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 - -

‘Suggested a revised application for fundlng.. Also
suggested that the program was under—admlnlstered and that

evaluative assessment procedures needed to be.lmplemented.

(2) -1970~~James L. Miller, Jr., Gerald Gurin, and
. Mary Jo Clarke, Use and Effectiveness of Title III in Se~
T lected"Developind Ins titutions" .

Recommended that (1) the funding stratégy contlnue

to emphasize moderate and large-size grants; (2) NTFs be

deemphasized; (3) administrative improvement programs be-

22




‘A Study of Title III of the Higher Education Act: The De-

encouraged; (4) the concept of inter-cooperation be ox-

amined; (5) the addition of staff and . that more site visits

be encouraged.

(3). 1973-~Columbia Research Associates, A Statis=.
tical Analysis of Title IIX Selection Criteria

Identified five areas which should be subjected to o
statistical evaluation: student enrollment, finances, fa-
culty data, management. and plannlng. and service area char-

acteristics.

(4) 1973--Barold L. Hodgkinson, Walter Schenkel,

veloping Institutions Program

Determined that (1) enrollment at developing insti-

tutions had generally doubled in a six-year period, 19265-

1971, with most eigniﬁ}cant growth at the Black colleges;

(2) low-income students were increasingly represented in
developing institutions; (3) NTFs wete widely used in fa-

culty growth, with Black cplleges doubling their number of

" earned doctorates in many cases, and reporting a signifi-

cant indérease in white faculty. . . ' ~

5) 1974——General Accountlng Office Report on ]
Strengdthening Developing Institutions ) .

Recpmmended that (1) criteria to identify developing
institutions be reconsidered; (2) criteria, after such re-

view, should be modified or consistently applied; (3) par-

ticipating institutions should state project goals in spe-
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cific measureable térms'and_felate the impact of Title IIX
efforts to institutional growth; (4) program regulatioﬁs be

further considered in'making decisions toward_grants:'(S)

. ‘Program eligibility criteria be-msed or a means of evaluat-

ing overall program impact; (6) award notices be better -,

timed; (7) site visitations be increased.

(6) 1975--A. D. Little Inc. A Study Desiqn for -
- Evaluation of Strengthenlnq Develop1 ng Instltutlons Proqram

- '~ This study was’ ﬁot comPleted as contracts were term;-
nated. It attempted to design and develop an anaytlcal

framework for vieﬁing Title IIIX.

_ " {7) 1975--George B. }ﬂéaﬁheISby, Harvard University
- Study o . X :

Iaéntified four areas of college and uniVersity char-'.
acteristics relating to broad Title III peolicies: (1; the
structural development of colleges and universities; (2) the
; levels of various collegiate aétivities: (3) the relaEiVe

| efficiency withqﬁhich the colleges ana universities provide
‘instfuction and, where abpropriate, publié service and re-
search; (4) the determinants of student demands_with a spe-
cial focus on those institutional actions whiéh affect .in--

3

dividuals’® college-g01né choices.

While the portrait of Title III administration has

not been completely bright, it_has.also,ﬂbt been completely

" dark. Several exemplafy programs in different institutions
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have demonstrated effective and/or innovative use of Title

III resources. Some of the institutions included under

Model AIDP Projects 1977-1978 are Alabama A & M University,

Improving Basic Skills; Bosie State College, Cooperative -
A i

Undergraduate PYogram in’ Engineering; Chicago State Univer-

sity, Corrdgtions Program,-Practicum in Graphic Designed .

-

Studenﬁ Deveiopmen rogram; Hampton ;nstiﬁute, Faculty De-
yelopment éenﬁer: Lincoln ﬁniversity,"Career Service Cénter:
Qur Ladf of the Lake Universitg, Leadership Training Program;
South Cérolina State College, Basic §kills in English Pro-

gram; St. Edward's University, Freshman Studies Program:

Tuskégée Institute, Human Resources Develoément Center's

Youth Service Program: St. Mary's Upiversity, Individualized

Instruction. ' \

-

'The bill to reauthorize higher education programs

. through fiscal 1985, H.R. 5192, was introduced September 6,

1979 by Representatives Willfam Ford, chairman of the House
Post-secondary Educétioﬂ Subcommittee and John Buchanan, the

- , . -
panel's ranking minority member. The H.R. 5192 was co-spon-

- sored by all the remaining committee members and Representa-

o

tive Carl Perkins, chairman of the House Education.and Labor

Committee. It was endorsed strongly by higher education

leaders. H.R. 5192 is a "magnificeﬁt piece of work . . .

4

landmark legislation that deserves the support of the entire

higher education cdmmunity,“ said Charles Saunder, vice presi-

dent for governmental relations for the American Council on

-

-




Education (Higher Educatlon Dallv, September 10, 1929 3).

DeSplte revisions and modlflcatlons of Title III and

the outstanding model programs that have deyeloped with

Title III funds, the conflicts surrounding this issue have
apything but subsided. With the reauthorization of the
_Higher Education Act up in 1980; the hearings on this re-

authorjization have brought théee conflicts into the lime-

light. Much of the harshest criticism came from a-General
Accounting Office (GAO) Report. In the»March 28, 1979 House
\-Hearlngs, GAO Director Gregory T. Ahart testlfled that the .

flrst GAO‘RGporf to Congress in 1975 coul? not evaluate the

L]

success of Title III because the Office of Educatlon (OE)

had not defined a "developing institution" or determined when
an institution would be considered aeVeloped.* The GAO main-

+ L.

tained that serious questions still remained about who the
program should be assisting, how it should be organized and
where it was going. Among the more specific criticisms re-,

vealed .inconsistent selection procedures which also implied

- favoritism? »

- - —

(1) Tﬁenty-four peroeht of the BIDP field readers

' ,worked for 1nst1tpt1ons Wthh appiled fon’thls program, con—

trary to OE's guidelines:

=
!‘-\

(2) Not all the AIDP program applications received

~ field reader reviews;
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{3) Many institutiohs which received large grants
e h ° 7

had received low funding recommendations from field read-

L . ' ers,'while‘many who é%beived high field reader‘satings did
not“receiée'grénts: ,

. ; (4) Institutions in a single large, multifunction
g - cogéoftiu@_arrangement of predominantly Black,'four-yggé(;

Bt _colieges were reéﬁpi@nts of the largégt grants.
- . - "_f i - - - . 1: :. .

) ﬁﬁﬁaihchontrol.fnadequagies received the most se-

vere criticism, The GAO_mai@tained that OE had not pro-

»

vided grantee institutions with adequate guidance for ad-
ministering Title III grants which led to misﬁanagement of

- _ funds by institutions. Major problems included (1) inade-

quéte_support for grapteeé' payments to assisting agencies: -
(2):questionable charges to grants; (3) carrying over graht
fuﬁds beyond a&khorized grant. periods without Oﬁ.appfovai;
(4)~inaccﬁraté and -misleading reporting o% financial activi-
tiesﬁto OE. The GAO Report fecowmended the OE clarify the-'
program's direction:'reaffirm érantee Bgléction procedures;

strengthen controls over the expenditure of funds: better

-

P  plan and aécount'for services under funded projects; and _.

&

develop effective performance evaluation procedures (House
- Bearings, March 28, 197%). - -
Further abuses Sf the beieaguered federal assistance

program réceived wide dttention.  Calling Title III fthe
most politically sensitive program in the department," Fred
. - ¥ .

2 N 3
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‘Will, director of the HEW's Office of Eduéation claimed

-

. that sSome collé@es\m&ﬁ& "a few very friendly Congressmenﬂ

had feceived funds due to their ‘intervention. He was re-
f&rring to more than 200 incidents invélving Congresépeople
who sought to ihfluence HEW officialsg to award grants to
their favored schoeols thrqugh a éeries of letters, phone
cails and private meetings-(Kurté,'1979). |
Two major investigations~~one by a Senate-overnight
sﬁbcommittee and the other by the auditor of HEW were
launched to begin a'fuIILSCaie audit of a number of insti-
>

tutions that received SpIP funds. Specifically, the audi-

tors were looking into the operations ¢f several private

‘assisting agencies paid by participating colleges to pro-

Ivide management and technical services. The subcommittee
staff was also to inveétigate_aliegatibns that some offi-
cials in the OE were guilty of confiictslof interest-and
favorit;sm‘ih adminiq;ering'the program (Middleton, 1979z
13). A-tafgét:of critieism = wag® a group of :five Title
III consulting firms that banded together to foim TACTICS--

Technical Assistance Consortium to Improve College Services.

- Several higher fahking-OE'officials were former TACTICS em-

pldyees. Collectively, the five firms received over $4
million annually from Title III money. Other examples of
abuses included a consulting firm using Tiﬁle\IIi funds to
cover the cost of-itS“moving expenses from New York ﬁo Wash- -
_ . _

ingtoﬂ, D.C. Title III money was also claimed to have been

1]
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used to have lunch at a topless resturant (Shorten, 1979:

67-68) .

As a result of the GaAO Report and the well publicized
charges of flagrant abuge of Title III funds, the Hduse‘dg-l“”
bated the passage of the bill. The July 19, 1979 House
testimony of Mary F. Berry, Asélstant Secretary for Educa-
tion emphasized Pfesident-iimmy-cértef's commitment £o aid
historically Black and other developing colleges with a

strong commitment to access with increased authorization

£rom $120 to $250 million.

is outlined below.

o

The administration's proposal =

TITLE III--STRENGTHENING DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

Current Law: .

The authorization is. $120
million. )

4
Helps schools that are
"struggling for survival".
and "isclated from main
currents of academic
life.” .

Colleges are not required
to develop long-range
plans to receive Title III
funds. ‘

Pioggsal:

Raise the authorization to $250
million.

Define eligible schoels as those
enrolling large numbers of low-
income students, having inade-
guate resources and taking

steps to improve their chances
for survival.

Requiré colleges to submit a

. scomprehensive, long-range plan

when applying for grants. .

- Small cone-year grants would be

available to help institutions

draft the plan, which would

have to address the school's .

needs in improving academic

programs and fiscal management.

The plan would state "measur- : .
able objectives" to be used in’ -

" monitoring progress made under

the Title III grant.

29
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There is no authority to Encourage states and private
promote matching Title .organizations to match federal
IIXI funds from the states funds on a 50-30 basis. States
and private sector. " would contribute matching funds .

for public Title III schools,

and the private sector would do

the same for independent

schools. Authorize $50 million

| ; : for this matching or "challenge
.- : ' grant" program.

Duration of grants is not Offer Title III applicants two

specified, although cur~ - choices: a one- to three-year
rent regulations allow - grant and. a chance to apply for
grants for up to five ’ andother Title III grant or a

years. " . larger one-time. grant . £or.up to -

seven years. Schools would have
to specify measurable obJectlvea’
. to meet each yvear to get  con-
) ' tinued funding. .
(Higher Educatlon Dally ‘Supplement,. July 30, 1979- 2)

. - _ . o .
- In the July 25, 1979, House Hearings, . Dr. Alfred L.
Moye. Dephty Commissioner for Higher and Contlnuing Educa-—-
tion emchasized the'administration pr0poeal to becter ad--
mlnlster the Tltle III program._,The pr0posals included
(l) requlre Title IXX applicants to prepare a comprehen—
‘give develoPment plan on part of their application; (2) ellml—
- ‘nate categorical funding and substltute broader language which
would give institutions more flexlblllty to tallc; their pro-
posals according to their needs; (3) make_uniform waivers for
Indian schoclauanélthose serving a large-pOPulation of
. ‘ Spanish surnamed scudents:.(4)ﬁincrease the authorization
. level to $250 million:-and (3) eli&inate the provisicn in
the cdrrent law reguiring c00perative‘arrangements: Explain—
“ing the rationale'for the last‘progision, Dr. Moye'stated:l

» . a

»
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While the orlglnal intent was no doubt based

on the belief that these poor struggllng in-

stitutions could use assistance from any big

) brother they could find, we find that while

such arrangements may Stlll be desirable. in

some <ircumstances, in others, artificial

arrangements are entered into just to meet

- the letter of the law. We believe it is
- more degirable to -make cooperative arrange-

ments optional.-

The debate on aid to developing institutions in the
1959—80 House Hearings was most emotional ameng Black lead-
ers, Qommﬁnity college spokesegggons_anduHiépanicladvocacy
groups régarding the definition of a developing institution
and how such funds should be appropriated to four-year, pri-
marily Black colleges and to two-year community colléges.
The administration's prOposél and H.R. 5192 -in the House"
Education and Labor Committee defined'a-develOPing institu~
tion as one whose student body 1ncluded a substantial per-
centage of students from lOWblncome backgrounds. Thomas
. Law, a Black leadertrepresentlng the Natlonal Association

for Equal Opportunity inﬂHigher Education,’ which represents-
105 tradltlonally Black 1nst1tutlons, enthuslastlcally sSup~
ported the admlnlstratlon g ' proposal ‘and asked that Tltle
"ITII funds be used to encourage- college desegregatlon and to
develop new approaches'to serving low~income studeﬁts. But
the ﬁisPaniC HRigher Education Coalition called the defini-
.tion too narrow. SpokegmaniAlvin Rivera believed that "It

is necéssary to include in the definition of the purpose

that the program will serve students who come from environ-

3.
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mencs in which thesdominant language is a lanéuage other
than'English.“ Rivera:also called for increasing the fund-
,inglset aside for community colleges from the curren§;24
nercent to 40 percent (ngher Education Dallx, October 9,
1979. 3 Mlddleton, 1979: 13). . ' -
The Amerlcan Association of Communlté and Junior Col-
leges called for an 1ncrease in the two-year college set
asmde to 35 percent. Black leaders opposed thls measure be-
caese-it'would resﬁlt in a substantlal aid cutback to Black
schools (H;gher Educatiocn Dale, August 29 1979: " 5). Com-

‘munity colleqe groups claimed that these colleges served a dls-

. proporticnate number of minority groups and that 40 percént
of-the students in two-year colleges came from low-income
. families. Testifying for, the American Indian Higher Educa-

tion Consortium, Richard Nichols emphasized that special

»

criteria should be considered in making grants to Indian

colleges and small rural colleges due to their gecgraphic

. o

" isolation, aistance from supply centers and inadequate
travel systems {(Middleton, 1979: 13). The community col-

lege gfoup also wanted the Advisory Council -on Developing

Institutions left intact with their represéntation on the

Counci; in proportion ed-their set~aside in the ‘legislation

(House 'Hearings, July 25,"1979) . Another issueMOf concern
in the July 25, 1979, -House ﬁearinge was the administra-

tion's proposal to eliminate accreditation as a statutory

requlrement for 1nst1tut10nal ellglblllty for Higher Educa-

L | _I -. | j 32




tion Act programé1 The Council on Post-secondary Accredi-

tation‘advocated that public funds should go to institu-

tions who had gone through (and pefiodiéally subjecged to)
Iaqﬁaccreditation review. Michéel O'Keefé, representing HEW, I
aréued that aCcreaiting agencies were not the appropriate -
mechanisms. for determining which institutions should reé‘i

ceive federal funds and questioned the dubious effectiveness

of accreditation procedures. -
’. As of this writing, the Senate Committee Bill (S.
1539) is ‘undergoing its preliminary debates in Congress.
. Of major concern are provisions that affect all two-year
Title IIZI institutiqgs. Senator Donald Stewart (Alabéma)"
piepared ameﬁdments which speak-to these conaerns. The
Council of Developiﬁé Institutions ;uppé;t Senator Stéwart‘s
amendments and have urged othe; two-year college'reﬁresenpé-
~ tives to write létters to their senators supporting these
amendments. A summary of these amendments ére included in
Appendix B. | _ ‘ . _ . . .
. The history of Title III funding offers little. evi-
dence that the'origihal pfoblem, how the federéi édvernment
couldhfinanciqr;y support Bléck colleéeS'to improveﬁéériousiy
deficient education £o: Negroes, ‘has begn solved. Black col-
leges, 15 yegfs iater claim that they are still finaﬁciaily'

" unstable (ﬁigher Education Daily,lAugustlzb, 1979: 5). The

initial means to foster advancement and innovation at these

L

" ¢olleges has now been recPognized more as a £aiLufe than'a - J
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-. other institutions. Since the program's inception, the - .

" staff has always been predominantly Black, and the Carter

‘Hispanics and Natlve Americans, could sway.Congress to cut

32 o ‘ ,
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success, with the administration aboiishing the'requirement

3 &

- Ea

of cooperatlve arrangements in' order to Yeceive Title IIT

Ifundlng. The orlglnal intept and dlrectlon of the program

is cloudy. Congresspeople question that they can find no ' ;
tangible evidence in writing that states that Title IiI funds

were to go to primarily Black colleges. The focqs of the

measure now appeers to‘be mere to heip colleges_with a higH
percentege of minority students and less to help éredomi—

nantly Biack institutions.'-Politically-and administratively,
However, the prevailing ambiguity of what'a “developiné in-
stitution" really is and when en;institution has stoﬁped-

"éeveloﬁing“ may do mere to help Black colieges than eny

edministration, apparently in an effort to muster support

.during a presidential election year, has made it a point to

emphasize the President's sdbport for Black-colleges. It
would be very ihteqesting to see how this measure favors . »
under a Republlcan administration, 1f elected However,

the polltlcal pressures from other mlnorltles, partlcularly

back on aid to Black colleges through an increased set-aside

for community colleges where the. two latter groups are mést
.- - (;’

predominant. -

At Dbest, thel“success“-“failure“ ratio. of Title III

seems to offer evidence that a piece of legislation can be
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affected by polltlcal. economic and Social constralnts.
During the 15 years of operatlon. Title IIX leglslatlon has

beeq affected by dominant themes in four phases:

. - R ' S

(1} Early 1960s--An emphasis on societal reform

through Civil Rights and educational opportunity; trend - ..

-

towards egalitarianism begins. Blacks are the dominant . .~

- minority. ' ) : )

- (2) Mid and late 1960s--Egalitarianism fixﬁly en-
trenched; equal opportunity is matched with aeggssf i.e.,'

expansion of colleges. Other minorities (Hispanics.

Indians, etc.) and women'begin to establish viable politi-

+ * k] ) L T - . -
cal clout. * , SR . : :
- . T R f . . -
& LEET.
*

(3) Early‘19705-—The War in Viet-ﬁam and student

e

‘campus unrest supplement the issues of minorities, but the

spotlight is on the war. Career education . takes on momentum.

£ - . -

(4) Late 1970s--Minorities, other than Black, in-
crease politiéal'cldutcand demand a bigger share of the
pie. Higher educaticon is hit by financial constraints and

" declining enrollments.

What is the future of Title III? Obviously, the
preﬁailing pelitical, social and economic mood will consti-
tute major determinants for the provision's future success

or failure. Administratively, however, improveméhts can

*
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be made. 'Réspondiﬁg to this issue, Joseph Cosand stated:

I think it should not continue i its for
operational monies. . . . As long as it's
really improving instruction, and maybe
during the 1980s you need it mdre than ever,
with the change in the student mix. Maybe
you need it for colleges that aren't going
to be able to cope, without some develop-~
"ing money. I would like to see it.cdntinue,
so long - as it's not for operational costs,
it's not for affluent institutions; it is
for those institutions that are where they're
getting undereducated students like commu-~
*nity colleges, in urban areas in particular,
and-also where they're enrolling a large
‘number of minorities who have been depriwveéd
and colleges haven't taken care of.them
properly (Cosand, 198Q).,

Title III, ekamined in a broad perspective, can cer-
tainly be judged w;th having marginal Qucces;. But if
‘Title III funds are removed,-what ig the alterpative? Cer— - -
tainly, more publicity should be given to éhe pobiti&e re-
sults of this proviﬁioni of which the author was able to
"find very few. As for Cosand's comments, one tends to

agree.
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T 46
: - TITLE III—STRENGTHENING‘DEVELOPIHG
: INSTITUTIONS -~ '
- : AUTHORIZATION -

Skc. 301. (a) The Commissioner shall carry out a program of special
assistance to strengthen the academic quality of cﬂe«'joping institu-
tions which have the desire a#nd potential to make a substantial con-
tribution to the higher education resources of the Nation bnt which are
struggling for sirvival and are isolated from the main currents of
academie life. N ‘ - :
. {b) (1) For the purpose of carrying out this title, there are author- .
ized to be appropriated $120,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30,1 191731,95;2 for each of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior to

uly 1, 1975.

(2? Of the sums appropriated pursuant to this subsection for any
. fiscal year, 76 per centum shall be.available only for carrying out the
provisions of this title with respect to developing institutions which
* plan to award oneor more bachelor’s degrees during such year, .
(3) The remainder of the sums so appropriated shall be available
. only for carrying out the provisions of this title with ct to devel-

oping institutions whichfgo not plan to award such a degree during
such year. - ) :

{20 U.S.C. 1051) Enacted June 23, 1972, P.L. 92-318, Title I, sec. 121(g), 88
Stat. 241. _ .
' ELIGIBILITY FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 302..(a) (1) For the purposes of this title, the term “developing
i11}s§itiution” means an institution of higher education In any’State
which—

(A) is legally aunthorized to provide, and provides within the
State, an educational program for which it awards a bachelor’s
degree, or is a junior or community college; _

B) 1saccredited by a nationalfy recognized acerediting a%encly

or association determined by the Commissioner to be rehable

autherity as to the quality of training offered or is, according to

such an agency or association, making reasonable progress toward
“aecreditation ‘

(C) except as is provided in paragraph (2}, has met the require-
.ment of clauses &A) and (B) during the five acndemic years
preceding the academic year for which it seeks assistance nnder
this title; and - )

(D) meets such other requirements as the Conunissioner shall
prescribe by regulation, which requirements shall include at least
s determination that the institution—

© (i) is making a reasonable effort to improve the quality

of its teaching and administrative staffs and of its student

services; and . '
(i) is, for financial or other reasons, strnggling for sur-

vival and isolated frora the main currents of academic life.

(2) The Cominissioner is authorized to waive the requirements
set. forth in claunse {C) of paragraph (1) in the case of Ipplications
for grants ander this title by institutions located on or near an
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Indian reservation or a substantial poPuIation of Indians if the Com-
missioner determines such action will increase higher education for
Indians, except that such grants may not involvc an expenditure
of funds in excess of 1.4 per centum of the sums appropriated pur-
suant to this title for any fiscal year. -

{b) Any institution desiring special assistance under the provisions
of this til;{e shall submit an appheation for eligibility to the Commis-
sioner at such time, in snch form, and containing snch information, as

‘may be necessary tn enable the Commissioner toevaluate the need of the
applicant for such assistance and to determine its eligibility to be a
developing institution for the purposes of this title. The Commis-
sioner shall apci)rove any application for eligibility under this subsec-
tion which indicates that t%e applicant is a developing institution
meeting the requirements set forth m subsection (a). - 4

{c) For the purposes of clause (A) of paragraph (1) of subsection
(a) of this section, the term “junior or commuuity college” means an
institution of higher education— - B

(1) which does not provide an educational program for which
it awards a bachelor’s degree (or an equivalent degree); .
(2) which admits as regular students only persons having a
certifieate of graduation from a school providing secondary educa-
tion {or the recognized equivalent of such a certificate) ; and
(3) which does— \ : :
(A) provide an edueational program of not less than two
years which is acceptable for { uﬁ credit toward such a degree,
‘or
(B) offér a two-year program in engineering, mathemat-
ics, or the physical or biological sciences, which program is
designed to prepare a student to work as a technician and at
‘the semiprofessional level in enginering, scientific, or other
technological fields, which fields require the understanding
and application of basic engincering, scientifie, or mathemati-
cal principles of knowledge.

94{20 %S.C._1052) Enacted June 23, 1972, P.L. 92-318, Title I, sec. 121(a), 86 Stat.
241, 242, L

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

. Skc. 303. (a) There is hereby established an Advisory Council
on Developing Institutions (in this title referred to as the “Council”)
consisting of nine members appointed by the Commissioner with the
approval-of the Secrctarly. ' , . . .
b) The Council shall, with respect te the program antliorized by
this title, carry out the duties and functions specified by part C of the
(General Edncation Provisions Act and, in particular, it shall assist the
Commissioner—-
(1) in identifying developing institutions through which the
purposes of this title may be achieved ; and
(g) in establishing t{le priorities and critevia to be used in
making grants under section 304(a}.

R 5’.20 U.8.C. 1063) Enacted June 23, 1972, P.L. 92-318, Title I, sec. 121(a), 88 Stat,
2142, 243, . -

- r
.
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USES OF FUNDS { COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS, NATIONAL TEACHING
FELLOWSHIP, AND PROFESSORS EMERITUS

SEec. 304. (a) The Commissioner is authorized fo make grants and
awards, in accordance with the provisions of this title, for the purl]mse
of strengthening developing institutions. Such grants and awards shall
be used solely for the purposes set forth in subsection (b?. .

b(b} Funds appropriated pursnant to section 301(b) shall be avail-
able for— ' _ . :

. (1) grants to institutions of higher education to pay part of
the cost of planning, developing, and carrying out cooperative
. arrangements between developing institutions and other hrstitu- -

tions of higher edncation, and between developing institutions and

other organizations, agéncies, and business cntities, which show
promise as effective measures for strengthening the acadernic pro-
gram and the admimstrative capacity of developing institutions,
including such projects and activities as— '
{A} excﬁange‘ of faculty or students, including arrange-
ments for bringing visiting scholars to developing institutions,
_SB) faculty and admnistration- improvement programs,
utilizing training, education (including fellowships lcading .
to advanced degrees), internships, research participation, ang
other means, . . ]
] (lC) introduction of new currieula and curricular mate-
rials, :
(D) .development and operation of cooperative education
Erograms involving alternate periods of academic-study and
usiness or public employment, and T
(E) joint use of facilities such as libraries or laboratories, .
including necessary books, materials, and ia((]iui(i)ment;
{2) National Teaching Fellowships to be awarded by the Com- -
missioner t0 highly qualified gradunate students and junior faculty
~ members of institutions of ‘higher education for teaching at de-
velog:in institutions; and
(3) Professors Emeritus Grants to be awarded by the Com-
missioner to professors retired from active service at institutions
of higher education to encourage them to teach or to eondnct
research at developing institutions.
(¢) (1) An application for assistance for the purposes described in

subsection (b) 81; shall be approved only if it— S

. {A) sets forth a program for carrying out one or more of the
activities deseribed in subsection (b)(1), and sets. forth such
. policies and procedures for the administration of the program as
will insure the proper and efficient operation of the program and
the accomplishment of the purposes of this title; ‘
(B) sets forth such policies and procedures as will‘insure that
Federal funds madeavailable under this section for any fiscal year
will be so used as to supplement and, to the extent practical,
icrease the Jevel of funds that would, in.the absence of such Fed-
eral funds be made available for the purposes of the actjvities
2§scg-ibed in subsection (b)(1), and in no case supplant such
nds; . .
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1s otherwise approvable, to waive any requitrement for a non-Federal
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* {Q) sets forth ¥olicies and pme;edﬁres for the evaluation of
the efféctiveness of the project or activity in accomplishing its
038; ‘
)

pu o
{B provides for such fiscal control and fund accounting pro-
cedures as may be necessary to insure proper disbursement of
and accounting for funds made available under this title to the
applicant ; an .

_ E) provides for making such reports, in such fornf and con-
taining such information, as the Commissioner may require to -
carry out his functions under this title, and for keeping such rec-
ords and affording such access thereto, as he may find necessary .
to assure the correctness and verification of such reports. .-

The Commissioner shall, after consultation with the Council, establish
by regulation criteria as to eligible expenditures for which funds from
grants for cooperative arrangements under clause (1) of subsection (b)
may be used, which criteria shall be so designed as to prevent the

. use of such funds for purposes not necessary to the achievement of the
purposes for which the grant ismade. -

(2) (A) Applications for awards deseribed in clauses (2) and (3)
of subsection (b) may be approved only upen a finding by the Com-
missioner that the program of teaching or research set forth therein
is reasonable in the light of the qualifications of the aplilicant and of
the edtlz]cational needs of the institution at which the applicant intends
to teach, : > .

(B) No application for a Naticnal Teaching Fellowship or.a Pro-
fessors Emeritus Grant shall be approved for an award of such a fel-
lowship -or grant. for s pericod exceedin%two academic years, except
that the award of a Professors Emeritus Grant may be for such peried,
in adidtion to such two-year period of award, as the Commissioner,
upon the advice of.the Council, may determime in accordance with
policies of the Commissioner set forth in regulations. R :

(C) Each person awarded a National Teaching Fellowship or a
Professors Emeritus Grant shall receiva a stipend for each academic
year of teaching (or, in the case of a recipient of 2 Professors Emeritus
Grant, research) as determined by the Commissioner upon the advice
of the Council, plus an additional allowance for each such year for
each dependent ¢f such person. In the case of National Teaching Fel- -

. lowships, such allowance may not exceed $7,500, plus $100 for each
- dependent. - ’

(20 U.5.C. 1054) Enacted June 23, 1972, P.L. 92-318, tife I, sec. 121(a). 56
Stat. 243, 244, : N -

-c_\SSISTANGE TO DEVELQPING INSTITUTIONS UXNDER OTIIER PROGRAMS

Src. 305. (a) Each institution which the Commissioner dctermines
meets the criteria set forth in section 302(a) shall be eligible for waiv-
Lors in accordance with subsection (h).
" {b)(1) Subject to, and in sccordance with, regnlations promml-
gated for the purpose of this section, in the case of any application by
a developing institution for assistance under any programs specified in
paragraph (2), the Commission is mithorized, if such application
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share of the cost of the program or project, or, to the extent not incon-
sistent with other law, to give, or require to be given, priority consider- ..
ation of the application i relation to applications from institutions
which are not developing institutions. .

(2) The provisions of this section shall apply to any program
anthorized by title 11, IV, VI, or VII of this Act. ’
- (e} The Conunissioner shall not waive, under subsection (-b), the
non-Federal share requirement for any program for applications
which, if approved, would require the cxpengiture of more than 10
per centum of the appropriations for the program for any fiscal year.
2‘1:4(20 U.8.0. 1055) Epacted June 23, 1972, P.L. 92-318, title I, sec. 121{a), 56 Stat.

- LIMITATION '

Sec. 806. None of the funds appropriated pursuant te section 301
(b} (1) shall be used for a school or department of divinity or for any
religious worship or sectarian activity.

(20 U.R.C. 1056) Epacted June 23, 1972, P.L. 92I¥318, title X, sec. 121(n), 86
Stat, 246, '

TITLE IV—STUDENT ASSISTANCE

ParT A—GRANTS To STUDENTS IN ATTENDANCE AT INSTITUTIONS OF
HicuuEr EntGcaTion

STATEMENT OF I’UﬁI’CSE; FROGRAM AUTHORIZATION

Skc. 401. (a) It is the purposc o1 this part, to assist in making avail-
. able the benefits of postsecendary education to gualified students n
institutions of higher education by— . ]

(1) providing basic educational opportunity grants (herein-
after referred to as “basic grants”) to all eligible students;

(2) providing supplemiental cducational- opportunity grants
(hereinafter reg,rred to as “sng)plemental grants”} to those stu-
dents of exceptional need who, for lack of such a grant; would be
unable to obtain the benefits of a postsecondary education;

) (3‘% providing for payments to the States to assist them in mak-
g financial md available to such students; o

(4) providing for special programs and projects designed (A)
to 1dentify and encourage qualified youths with financial or cul-
tural need with a potential for postsecondary education, (B} to
prepare students from low-income families for postsecondary edu-
cation,and (C) to provide remedial (including remedial language
study) and other servicestostudents; and )

(5) providing assistance to institutions of higher education.

(b} The Commissioner shall. in.accordance with subparts 1, 2, 8,
4 and 5. carry ont programs to achieve the purposés of this part.

(20 U.8.0. 1070) Enacted June¢ 23. 1972. P.L. 92318, sec. 181{Db) (1). RG Stat,
247-248; amended June 23, 1972, P.L. 92-318, see. 1001{c), 86 Stat.-381.

]




. Fyrpose:

” -

TITLE 111

STRENGTHENIRG DEVELOPIRG INSTITUFTIONS -

To provide specisl assistance to .
strengthen the academic gquality of develop-
ing institutions vwhich have the desire and
potentisl to make a substantial contribu-

. tion to the higher education resources of

the Betion but which are atruggling for
survival snd are isclated ’rom the main
currents of academic lite.

Eligibility: Institution - (1) legaelly '
euthorized to provide, and providea, en
educational program for which it awaerds a
bachelor's degree, or is a Junior or commu-
nity college; (2) is mceredited or is makihg
reasonable progress toward becoming accre-
dited: and {3) except with walvers for

American Indian and Spanish-speaking, must ™

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

have met the first two requirements for at
least five academic years.

Be A “develoging institution - {1} is mak-
ing & reasonable effort to improve the que-
lity of its teaching snd administrative.

staffs and of its student services; and {2)
is,, for, financial or othér reesans, strugg-

ling for survivel apd isclated from the maic -

currents of academic 1life.

Such institutions are defined and quentified
bty present regulatibnas as institutions which
enroll substantial percentages of students -
froam low-income families mnd which have low
average expenditures, per FTE students, in
compariscn with those which offer similar
instruction.

APPENDIX B

COUNCIL OF DEVELOPIRG INSTITUTIONS

STEWART AMFNDMENT N

I
STRENGTHENING DEVELOPING INSTITUTIANS

Purpcae: Provides a Program to improve the acedemic
quality, instituiional management and fiscal stabi-
lity of dev2lopinz institutions in order to increase
#heir self-sufficiency and strengthen their cepacity
to make & substantial contribution to the hiSher edu=
cation resources of the Nation.

Eligibility: JInstitution - (1) legally authorized

to provide mn educaticnal program for which it awerds
& buuhiclor's degree or is & Junior of community col-
lege; (2) accredited or making reascnable progress;
and (3) except with walivers applying to institutions
serving American Indians, Spanish-speaking or: low=-

. income [particularly those in rurel sreas} and his-

torically black collefes must have met the first two
requirements for five academic years.

Be a "developing institution” - an institution (1)
the enrollment of which includes a substantial per-
centage of students from low-income families, and
(2) the average expenditures of which are lay, per
FTE students, in comparison with the average expen-
ditures of institutions thet offer similar instruc-
tion. (Secretary may waive the second criterion for
institutions when there are factors which distort
institutional eligivility, such a5 small size, loca-
tion in a.-high cost-of-living arée, etc.)

more than 100 FTE students.

- of institutions which special needs, e.z.,

- Secretary.

SENATE COMMITTEE RILL {s. 1839)

PART A: AID TO INSTITUTIONS WITH
SPECIAL NEEDS
Purpose: Provides a program of shert-term

essistance to strefNgthen the planning,
managemant and fiscel capabilities of in-
stitutions with special needs. These
institutions face problems relating to
management and fiscal operations which .
threaten thelr ability to survive and
have an inability to engage in lcng-range
Planning, recruitment snd development ac-
tivities.

1

Eligibility: Institution - Seme as in
Stewart Amendment. ’

Be an institution with specisl needs" - (B
have low average general and edycational ™
expenditures per FTE student; and (2) have
low percentege cost of instruction per FIE
etudent. Must also have an enrcllment of

Other factors describing characteristics

those having a sybstantial percentage of
students receiving need~based Federal stue
dent eid, masy be taken into account by the




TITLE III {cont’d)

CURRENT LAW

Duration/Amount of Grants: Federal funds
supplement and not supplant. non-Federal

funde; no specific limitation on amount

Duration unapecified except that Naticnal

Teaching Fellowships and Professors Emeritus

Crants, these maybe extended beyond the two

. &ar limitetion by the Commiesioner on the
advice of the Advisory Council.

Set-gsides: T76% for institutiona awarding
“bachelor's degrees yith the remainder to be

ed to assist community and Jugior colleges.

Other: Authorizea Advisoww'Council on
Developins Institutions

" Allows waiver of non-Federal share for eli-
glible institutions participating in the pro-
grans under Title II, IV, VI, or VII. '

- Commissioner approves aPplications.

FIE enrollment not defined.

Dces '‘not contain this part.

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

COUNCIL OF DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

ad
STEWART AMENDMENT

Duration/ﬁﬁount of Grpats: Federal funds not to sup-
Plant funds from other sources; oo specivic limita-
tations. Duration of grants is 1 - 3 Yeara or b = 7

Yenrs. Institutions receiving I - 7 year grants may
not receive subsequent grant under Title III.

Set.asides: Not Jless than 30% for Junior or chn-
wunit¥ colleges. 25% of apprcpriation to be used
for bt = T year grants.

st

ker: HNo Advisory Council authori?ed.

In the cage of multi-year gwards, they myst be made
out of appropriation for the FY in which the award
will be used.

Retains such waivers.

Establishes & review committee 10 make recomenda.
tions on grant applicaticns.

Defines FTE enrcllment 8S & sum c® rumber of students -

enrolled full time, plua the full tigpe eduivalent of
of the pumber of the pumber of stulents enrolled part.
time (determined on baasis of sum of credit hours of

. all part.time students givided by 12).

Does not- contain this part.

SENATE COMMITTEE BILL (5. 1839) -

Duration/Ameunt of Grants: Requires

that Fedéral fupnds not supplant funds from
other spurce$. The Federal share is set
at 100% for the first two years yhich an
institution hms a Erant, 90% for the third
year, Bo% for the fourth yeasr, and T0% for
the fifth Year. Crants mey be for a
period of not more than five years. ({(Im. .
plied restriction to & total of five Years
of assistance.

Seteagides: Xot less than 30% of appro-
priated funds to be used for Junlor or
community calleges.”10% -of funds for Part
A may be used for Chelienge Grent Program.

Other: HNo Advisory Council authorized.

Same ‘s Stewart

4

Deletes such waivers.

Secretary approves applications.

" Defines FTE as in H.R. 5192 without stipu=

lating how this 1s 10 be determined.

Part B: Assistance to Inétitutions Enrel-

taged Students




TITLE I1I (cont'd)

CURHENT LAW

r

Program/Activities Subported: Grants to
.institutions of higher education to pay part
of the rost of planning, develsping and
carrying out cooperative arrangements be-
tween developing institutions and other in-
stitutions of higher education, other organi-
zatlons, agencies and business.entitiés,
whien show promise as effective measures for
strengthening the scademic and edministrative
programs of developlng institutions, includ-
ing such activities as:  exchenges of atud-
ents and faculty; faculty and adminietrative
improvement programs, inctroduction ©f new »
curricula and curricular materials, develop~
ment of cocoperative education programs, joint
use of faciiities; and National Teaching’
Fellowships apnd Professor Emeritus Grants..

‘Challenge Grants: Not authorized

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COUNCIL, OF DEVELOPIRG IRSTITUTIONS

STEWART AMENDMENT

Prggramfkctivitigg to be Supported: Grants may be .

made to assist institutions to.plan, develop or im-
plement activities that promise to strengthen the
institutions, with special_consideration to be given
to: proposals for faculty development, funds and
adninistrative manegement, improvement of academic -
programs, equipment for the two preceding purposes,
Jolnt use of facilities, and student gervices.

Challenge Grants: Authorizes program, but authorize-
tions for the program increase form $25 million in

FY 1982 to $50 million FY 1985. Requires announce-
ment of -awards by April 1 of preceding FY. Preference.
to be given to-institutions receiving 4-7 year grants.

Authorization: $1LO million in FY 1981, increasing to
§2qp million in FY 1985, for the regular program.

$25 million for the Challenge Grants progrem in.FY 1982,

increasing to $50 million in FY 1985.

SENATE COMMITTEE PILL (S. 1839)

Progr;;::::EV1tias to be supported: Grants

ey be made fb{ plenning, developing or
implementing onQ or more of the following
activities: faculty development, funds and
administrative mahagement, development and
improvement of ac ¢ programs, acquisi-
tion of equipment fok strengthening funds
management and academds programs, Jolnt -«
use of facilities, student services. <
Grants may also be made encourege o=
operative arrengements betveen eligible
institutions and pricority iy to be given
to these applicaticons,

Challenge Grants: Authorizes 10% of
appropriation for Title IIT1-A to De used
for this program, reéqQuiring matching by
institutions and allewing support of gr
duste programs, Regquires announcement of
awards a3 in Stewart Amendment, and gives
preférence to institutions recelving as-.
aistance under Title III-A.

Authorization: 50% of totel funds appro-
priated for -the Title ere to pe used for
programs in this Part. Total Title III
authorization is: $161 million for FY
1981, $185 milldon for FY 1982, 3213 mil-
lion for FY 1983, $245 million for FY 1984
and €385 million for FY 1985. Ten percent
of the funda eppropriated for Part A cen
be used for the Challenge Grants program.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

TITLE IIT (ecomt'd)

COUNCIL OF DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

STEWART AMENDMENT

SENATE COMMITTEE BILL (5. 1835}

Purpose: Provides a program of continu-
Ing Federal assistance to Inetitutions of

higher educatioch enrolling substantlal

percentages of sgudents from low-income
families,

" Eligibiiit ;.. Institution (see Seetiom
1201) -;{1§ legally authorlized to provide

en educational program for which it awards
a bachelcr's degree or provides & two-year
prograc acceptable for full credit toward
guch a degree; {2) accredited or mak'ng

reascnable progress,

Be sn institution - (1} the enrollment of
which includes a substantial percentege of
studénts from lowe-income familfes, and (2)
the average expenditures of which are low
for full-time equivelent studente in com- -
parison with the average expeéndituree of

“institutions that offer similar instrue-

tion. N

Authorization: 50% of funds approprieted

for Eit;e i ee abdve} -

Set-esides' Not lesa than 30% of appro-
priated funds to be available go ellgible
junlor or communlty colleges, .

Duraticn of Grants: Continuing

Actlvitles to be'supported! Funds are to
be, used to defray Instructionsl expendi-
tures ‘and acedemic related Progrems of the
institucions,

Amcunt of Grents: Determined as same ratic




-
TITLE III (cont’d) ’ -
: COUNCIL OF DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS : e
CURRENT LAW ) y . " STEWART AMENDMENT . ‘ ~ SEMATE COMMITTEE BILL (S. 1839}

to smount sppropriated for program as’
. ratic of ite eligibility factor to the
) . - ' sum of factors of all participating insti-
> . . i tuticns., The factor tc be based on -~ (1)
; ’ : : percentage of atudents from low-income
_ : . families; (2) average expenditures per
’ o B ' ‘ FTE student; (3) -amount of funds from
' : - : N ’ . other scurces available to the institu-
. - oo ) tion; and, (4) the institution's relative
P effort in providing student financial as-
. Lo . . = pistance from institutiomal sources.

“ - ) ' Other: Is basically an entitlement pro-
= gram for cligible 1ngtitutions.

FTE enrollment defined as in Part A.
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